which were contained in the various Articles in Part III of
the Constitution, shall be seen in conjunction with those in
the Directive Principles of State Policy enlisted in Part IV of
the Constitution. The Preamble to the Constitution, indeed,
was an unambiguous statement of this scheme. In more
than 60 years since November 26, 1949, the day on which
the Constitution was adopted by the Constituent Assembly,
the experience has been one of a constant endeavor to move
in that direction. Another important marker of this process
has been the record where the Parliament and the judiciary
acted against each other, and when one of these two institutions deviated from this central scheme. The story has been
one of checks and balances, keeping the thrust of the constitutional scheme, in general, and the basic structure, in particular, as the guiding principle. In this process, the idea of
socialism was never seen in an abstract sense. Instead, it was
seen as a means to justice as defined in Articles 39 (b) and (c)
of the Constitution; that the ownership and control of material resources are so distributed to subserve the common good
and concentration of wealth, and means of production to the
common detriment are to be prevented-a categorical definition of socialism as perceived by the founding fathers of the
Constitution. It may be added that in the times in which the
Constitution was drafted, means of production predominantly
meant agricultural land. This called for a categorical mandate
against the system of landlordism, legitimized by the colonial
regime and prevailing under various names, such as zamindari, taluqdari, and others, and the legal framework that provided the right to a certain class of men to lord over those who
cultivated on the land as tenant farmers at one level and the
landless agricultural workers at another level.
The formidable challenge in this context, thus, rested in striking a harmony between the right to own property and the idea of an egalitarian setup insofar as ownership of the means of production was concerned. The members of the Constituent Assembly were aware of the concept of eminent domain, and that its application will inherently raise a conflict with the right to private property. The concept is defined as the right of the State or the sovereign to its or his/her own